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Most historical research of the past twenty-five years on the history 
of eugenics and racial science under the Nazi regime has followed the 
interpretive paradigms laid out in Burleigh and Wippermann’s The Racial 
State (1991) and Detlev Peukert’s article “The genesis of the ‘Final Solu- 
tion’ from the spirit of science” (1989) by demonstrating the pervasive 
complicity of German medical doctors (especially psychiatrists), human 
geneticists, and anthropologists in Nazi biopolitics.‘ The term “biopoli- 
tics” will be used here in its broad sense: to refer to the complex of ideas, 
policies, and practices that are concerned with the regulation of bodies, 
both at the individual level and at the collective level of the national 
population; a complex that, in the case of the Nazi regime, ranged from 
public health to eugenic and racial policy, including the Holocaust.* 
The historical evidence of the complicity of German physicians and 
biomedical scientists in Nazi eugenic and racial policy is overwhelming. 
Prominent academics advised the Nazi government on eugenic policy; 
Ernst Riidin, for instance, who headed Germany’s most prestigious insti- 
tute of psychiatric research, participated in drafting the 1933 Nazi steril- 
ization law. Most medical doctors were willing to report patients to the 
authorities for compulsory sterilization, and hundreds of medical doctors 
as well as leading academics in psychiatry and anthropology served as 
medical judges on the Hereditary Health Courts, which ordered compul- 
sory sterilizations.? Leading anthropologists, including Eugen Fischer and 
Otmar von Verschuer, supplied Rassegutachten (racial expert opinions) 
to the Nazi authorities.4 Several key Kaiser Wilhelm institutes, including 
Fischer’s Kaiser Wilhelm Institute (K WI) for Anthropology, Human Gen- 
etics and Eugenics, trained SS officers in “racial science.” > Some academic 
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anthropologists, such as Otto Reche, participated in implementing racial 
policy in the Eastern territories occupied during the war.° The racial 
classification of “Gypsies” conducted by the Zigeunerforscher Robert 
Ritter was closely connected to the deportation of Sinti and Roma to 
concentration camps.’ Psychiatrists working in mental hospitals partici- 
pated in the “euthanasia” murders of handicapped and mentally ill 
patients.* Medical doctors closely associated with leading research insti- 
tutes, such as Josef Mengele, performed inhuman medical experiments on 
concentration camp inmates, and a number of researchers at these insti- 
tutes used “human material” obtained from murdered concentration 
camp inmates.? 

All this evidence of widespread complicity has definitively refuted 
the apologetic accounts of science and medicine under the Nazi regime 
that dominated the West German public sphere until they were challenged 
in the 1980s. Today no serious student of the subject can deny that a 
large number of Germany’s physicians and biomedical scientists — includ- 
ing leading academics in the related fields of anthropology, eugenics, 
human genetics, and Rassenforschung (racial science) — were complicit 
in the eugenic and racial policies of the Nazi regime that culminated in the 
Holocaust. While the issue of complicity has been definitively settled, 
this essay proposes that several other questions about the relationship 
between the biosciences and the Nazi regime are still worth asking. 
The first thing to note here is that Burleigh and Wippermann went well 
beyond the mere claim of complicity by asserting that medical doctors, 
racial anthropologists, and other bioscientists “created the conceptual 
framework and scientific legitimization for the implementation of Nazi 
racial policy.” Detlev Peukert advanced an even more ambitious thesis by 
arguing that the “Final Solution” resulted from a “fatal racist dynamic 
in the human sciences.”'° As this essay will argue, even though research 
since the 1980s has provided incontrovertible evidence of widespread 
complicity, the implications of this research for a series of further questions 
about the relationship between the biosciences and Nazism — including 
the question whether racial science did indeed provide a “conceptual 
framework” that the Nazi regime translated into racial policy — are more 
complex and worth closer examination. 

Burleigh and Wippermann’s claim that German bioscientists created 
the conceptual framework for Nazi racial policy rests on their under- 
standing of racial science under the Nazis as a cohesive field of science. In 
reality, the broad field that came to be known as racial science — including 
eugenics, human genetics, and physical anthropology — was characterized 
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by several competing conceptual frameworks, just as there were compet- 
ing visions of Nazi racial policy. Even though much of the research on 
science under the Nazi regime has focused on demonstrating the compli- 
city of particular scientists and institutions, its detailed examinations of 
scientific research and practice have also revealed the complexity, inco- 
herence, and diversity of the scientific fields that came to be known as 
racial science during the Nazi era. In fact, competing conceptions of race 
and human heredity resulted in a remarkable number of conflicts and 
controversies. To demonstrate just how contested the terrain of eugenics 
and racial science was, this essay will begin with a discussion of three such 
conflicts. In the essay’s second half, we will turn to a series of broader 
questions about the relationship between racial science and Nazi biopo- 
litics: whether racial science under the Nazis should be characterized as 
science or pseudoscience; how the fields of science and politics interacted 
in a polycratic regime; to what extent one can support the claim that Nazi 
racial policy and the Holocaust resulted from a “fatal racist dynamic in 
the human sciences”; and whether racial science became radicalized under 
the Nazi regime. 


CONFLICTS OVER STERILIZATION POLICY 


Sterilization policy, a key arena of Nazi biopolitics, was far more con- 
tested than the racial state paradigm has suggested. The two key players 
in Nazi sterilization policy were Arthur Giitt, the Nazi-appointed chief of 
the Division of Public Health (Abteilung Volksgesundheit) at the Interior 
Ministry, who was the driving force behind the drafting of the steriliza- 
tion law of July 1933, and Ernst Riidin, director of the renowned 
Deutsche Forschungsanstalt fiir Psychiatrie (German Research Institute 
for Psychiatry) in Munich, who closely advised Giitt during the drafting 
of the law and thereafter as a member of the Ministry’s Expert Advisory 
Council on Population and Racial Policy (Sachverstandigenbeirat fiir 
Bevoélkerungs- und Rassenpolitik).‘' Together with the lawyer Falk 
Ruttke, Gitt and Riidin co-authored the influential semi-official commen- 
tary on the law, which advocated an aggressive interpretation of the law 
in order to sterilize a maximum of people.** This attempt to implement 
a maximalist sterilization program came under attack from two different 
directions. On the one hand, the Giitt-Riidin-Ruttke commentary was 
criticized for expanding the definition of congenital feeblemindedness 
(angeborener Schwachsinn), on which the majority of sterilizations were 
based, beyond what was scientifically warranted. In German psychiatric 
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terminology of the era, “feeblemindedness” referred to intelligence 
defects, whereas defects in the realm of emotion, will, or character fell 
under the diagnosis of Psychopathie (psychopathy), which was not 
among the diagnoses listed in the sterilization law.*? Ignoring this well- 
established diagnostic distinction, Gitt and Riidin’s commentary 
expanded the law’s target group by broadening the definition of feeble- 
mindedness to include persons who suffered from “disturbances in emo- 
tions, will, drives, or ethical sentiments” even if their intelligence was not 
significantly impaired.** This expansion of the diagnosis of feeblemind- 
edness was criticized in a number of published articles by psychiatrists 
and jurists.*> More importantly, a number of sterilization court decisions 
that were based on this expanded definition were reversed by the Superior 
Hereditary Health Courts in some districts. Thus in 1935 the Superior 
Hereditary Health Court of Kiel ruled that a recidivist criminal with 
fourteen previous convictions should not be sterilized because the term 
feeblemindedness only referred to intelligence defects, whereas psycho- 
paths had been “intentionally left out of the sterilization law.”*® In short, 
the attempt by eugenic hardliners such as Giitt and Riidin to target 
so-called asocials and criminals for sterilization on the basis of supposed 
defects in will, character, or “ethical sentiments” met with resistance from 
psychiatrists and hereditary health courts who insisted on a narrow 
interpretation of the law. 

On the other hand, the aggressive sterilization policy promoted by Giitt 
and Riidin was also criticized by Reichsarztefiihrer (Reich Leader of 
German Doctors) Gerhard Wagner, who framed his criticism in a com- 
pletely different way. For Wagner, the errors of sterilization policy were 
due not to eugenic hardliners straying from science, but rather to the 
extremist influence of volksfremde Wissenschaft (science that has been 
alienated from the people). In 1936, Wagner, who headed the Nazi 
Doctor’s League and the Nazi Party’s Public Health Department (Haupt- 
dienstleiter fiir Volksgesundheit in der Reichsleitung der NSDAP), 
launched a frontal assault on Giitt and Ridin and their nefarious influ- 
ence on sterilization policy. Apparently reacting to complaints from party 
members and others who (or whose relatives) had been targeted for 
sterilization, Wagner delivered a speech in October 1936 at the annual 
meeting of the Westphalian Doctor’s Association (Westfalischer Arzte- 
tag), in which he criticized the sterilization courts’ schematic use of intelli- 
gence tests for diagnoses of feeblemindedness. To guard against such 
abuses, he demanded that representatives of the Nazi Party be included 
on the sterilization courts. This speech was only the first public salvo in 
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a sustained campaign to rein in the sterilization policies pursued by 
the Ministry of the Interior under Gitt’s leadership. In 1937, Wagner 
elaborated his complaints in a Denkschrift, presented to Hitler, in 
which he attacked Giitt as a “health bureaucrat who has gone off the 
rails” (verwaltungsmedizinischer Schwdrmer) and Riidin as an “eugenics 
fanatic,” and accused them of turning sterilization policy into a “play- 
ground for ... a science removed from reality and from the people” 
(Tummelplatz ... wirklichkeits- und letztlich volksfremder Wissenschaft).*” 
In a 1938 letter to Himmler, Wagner warned that “the handling of the 
sterilization law and the constant search for any kind of supposed bio- 
logical defect [Minderwertigkeitsschniiffelei| on the part of our eugenicists 
[Rassenhygieniker| runs the risk of destroying the public’s trust in our 
entire population policy.”'® Wagner’s campaign, which lasted until his 
death (and Giitt’s retirement) in 1939, led to a series of high-level meetings 
all the way up to Hitler and the Chancellor’s Office (Reichskanzlei). 
Although Wagner did not succeed in getting Nazi Party representatives 
included in the sterilization courts, there is evidence that his complaints did 
not go unheeded and that by 1937 there was some pressure on sterilization 
courts to be more careful in making diagnoses of feeblemindedness.'? As 
these two sets of attacks on sterilization policy demonstrate, both German 
eugenics as a scientific field and Nazi eugenic policy were far more con- 
tested than has often been assumed. 


THE FISCHER CONTROVERSY 


If key areas in eugenics remained subject to discussion and disagreement, 
the same was true to an even greater extent of the field of German 
physical anthropology, which also became known as Rassenforschung 
(racial science) during the Nazi period. German physical anthropology 
had long been characterized by a diversity of approaches to the concept of 
race. At the outset of the Nazi regime, these approaches ranged from the 
Nordic racial theories of Hans F. K. Giinther, whose Rassenkunde des 
deutschen Volkes (Racial guide to the German people) had been pub- 
lished in 1922 and quickly became influential in vdlkisch circles,*° to the 
dynamic conceptions of race propounded by Karl Saller and Friedrich 
Merkenschlager, who argued that races were malleable and subject to 
constant transformation.** Ironically, the first anthropologist who got 
into trouble with Nazi authorities was a scholar who occupied a moderate 
position in the middle of this spectrum of racial theories: Eugen Fischer, 
professor of anthropology at the University of Berlin and founding 
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director, since 1927, of Germany’s most important anthropological insti- 
tute, the Kaiser-Wilhelm-Institut fiir Anthropologie, menschliche Erblehre 
und Eugenik (KWI for Anthropology, Human Genetics, and Eugenics) in 
Berlin-Dahlem. Although, like Ginther, Fischer subscribed to a static 
conception of race, he did not define races by physical or psychological 
characteristics, but by their genetic traits.** At the beginning of the Nazi 
regime, Fischer and Riidin were the two most powerful academics in 
the field of eugenics and racial anthropology. Whereas Riidin’s radical 
eugenic agenda was almost perfectly aligned with that of the key Nazi 
official in charge of eugenic policy (Git), Fischer’s case was more compli- 
cated, for two reasons. First, although Fischer was politically conservative 
and had on occasion signaled his agreement with Nordicist racial theor- 
ies, as the head of a publicly funded research institute he had generally 
kept a studied distance from such theories during the later Weimar years 
in order to position his institute as engaged in value-free theoretical 
science. Second, Fischer’s views on racial mixing were more complex 
and nuanced than those of the Nazis — a difference of opinion that was 
to cause conflict in the very first days of the Nazi regime. 

Two days after Hitler’s seizure of power, on February 1, 1933, Fischer 
delivered a long-scheduled public lecture on “Racial Mixing and Mental 
Aptitude” (Rassenkreuzung und geistige Leistung), in which he argued 
that the mixing of races (Kreuzung) generally had a beneficial effect on 
offspring; high cultures were usually the product of a mixing of races, not 
of their purity. The flowering of culture in Central Europe from the 
Renaissance on, he explained, took place in a Mischzone (mixing zone) 
in which the Nordic race had mixed with the Alpine and Dinaric races. 
Fischer also explicitly addressed the question of race-mixing between the 
Nordic races and Jews. Making a biological distinction between long- 
resident German-Jewish families and recently arrived Ostjuden, he argued 
that the mixing of Nordic races with the former was unproblematic, while 
mixing with the Ostjuden was not. Since Fischer made this argument in a 
public lecture attended by journalists two days after Hitler had come to 
power, we may assume that he fully intended his comments to have a 
political effect, namely, to advise the Hitler government to take a moder- 
ate line in discriminating against Jews.*3 

Because the lecture was widely reported in the press, Fischer did not 
have to wait long for reactions; he soon found out that he had trans- 
gressed the limits of acceptable discourse on racial policy under the Nazi 
regime. In fact, he found himself the target of a sustained campaign of 
denunciation, lasting well into 1934, that was orchestrated by Richard 
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Walther Darré, chief of the SS Office of Race and Settlement (SS Rasse- 
and Siedlungsamt, later Hauptamt), Reich Minister of Food and Agricul- 
ture (after June 1933), and one of the major proponents of Nordic racial 
theory. Several of Darré’s associates, including the racial anthropologist 
Bruno Kurt Schultz, editor of the journal Volk und Rasse, and the 
maverick physician Lothar Tirala, who succeeded Fritz Lenz as professor 
of racial hygiene at the University of Munich in 1933, mounted a series of 
public attacks that posed a serious threat to Fischer’s career. Fischer was 
vigorously defended, however, by Arthur Giitt at the Ministry of Interior, 
who argued in a letter to Darré that Fischer’s international academic 
reputation in racial anthropology made him indispensable for the regime: 
“A dispute between [Fischer] and official authorities would easily create 
the impression in Germany and abroad that Professor Fischer disapproves 
of the path that the government has taken in racial policy and that the 
government’s measures contradict the findings of science.”*4 

No doubt in response to pressure from Giitt, Fischer decided to adjust 
his views in a way that the historian Hans-Walter Schmuhl has described 
as a “dirty trick”: Although Fischer refused to label the Jewish race as 
inferior, he described the Jews as an andersartige Rasse (a race different 
in kind) that had to be excluded from race-mixing with Nordic races. 
Although it took a while for the campaign against Fischer to subside, this 
concession, together with Fischer’s willingness to purge his institute of the 
Catholic eugenicist Hermann Muckermann and to offer ten-month 
training courses at the institute for SS doctors selected by Darré’s Race 
and Settlement Office, allowed Fischer to retain control of the Dahlem 
institute and become “the undisputed academic spokesman for racial 
science under the swastika.” By contrast, his adversary Lothar Tirala, 
who saw himself as a guardian of true National Socialist ideology, was 
removed from his university professorship for incompetence in 1936.75 

In contrast to Riidin, Fischer cannot be described as a racial scientist 
who was glad that the new political regime would finally allow him to 
translate his scientific ideas into official policy. His initial clash with the 
regime led to a negotiation in which, in Mitchell Ash’s terms, science and 
politics were resources for one another.*® In this negotiation, Fischer 
sought the support of the regime in order to finance his institute’s research 
and to defend his own academic position of influence; conversely, 
Giutt at the Interior Ministry defended Fischer so that the internationally 
renowned anthropologist would lend Nazi racial policies scientific 
respectability. Although Fischer found out that there were clear boundar- 
ies to acceptable discourse on race under the new regime, there was some 
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room for him to negotiate a compromise position on race-mixing, pre- 
cisely because academic and public discourse on race during the early 
years of the Nazi regime remained surprisingly diverse and the question 
of “official” racial theory remained unsettled. Although Fischer’s case 
demonstrates the powerful reach of the Nazi regime into the realm of 
academic research as well as the willingness of key scientists to cave in to 
the regime’s demands, it also shows that the claim that racial scientists 
created the conceptual framework for Nazi racial policy — a key element 
of what we might call the “racial state” paradigm — does not stand up to 
empirical scrutiny as a general characterization of racial scientists’ rela- 
tionship to the regime. 


THE CONTROVERSY OVER THE NOTION OF A “GERMAN RACE” 


A second, no less revealing controversy over racial theory during the early 
years of the Nazi regime concerned the notion of a “German race” put 
forward by the anthropologist Karl Saller and the botanical geneticist 
Friedrich Merkenschlager. According to Saller and Merkenschlager, races 
could not be defined as fixed types characterized by specific physiological, 
genetic, or psychological traits because races were malleable and in con- 
stant transformation. All one could say is that the average distribution of 
certain physical and mental characteristics differed from one race to 
another; but this was a matter of statistical distribution, not individual 
characteristics. Races, they insisted, were affected by both genetic and 
environmental factors and therefore never something absolute, but 
always “states of equilibrium” reflecting the influences of heredity and 
environment. Because races were malleable, Saller and Merkenschlager 
thought it made sense to speak of a “German race” that was in the 
process of being formed. In making the case for their notion of a German 
race, both engaged in sharp attacks against Giinther’s theory of Nordic 
superiority and his idea that one could entmischen (literally: unmix) the 
races — that is, gradually “undo” the racial mixtures in the German 
population and thereby bring about the “re-creation of the original 
Nordic race.”*” 

After military service in the First World War, Merkenschlager had 
briefly served in a freecorps, joined the Nazi Party in 1920, and been an 
active SA member until the attempted Beer Hall Putsch of 1923; when the 
NSDAP was re-founded after Hitler’s release from prison and Merken- 
schlager moved to northern Germany in 1925, he let his membership in 
the party and SA lapse, for by the mid-1920s he had become sharply critical 
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of the Nordic racial theories promoted by the Nazi Party. Shortly after he 
became head of the Botanical Laboratory of the Biologische Reichsanstalt 
fir Land- und Forstwirtschaft (Biological Reich Institute for Agriculture 
and Forestry) in Berlin-Dahlem in 1927, he published a scathing critique of 
Hans F. K. Giinther’s racial theories.*® In 1928, he came into contact 
with the young anthropologist Karl Saller, a Privatdozent at the Anatom- 
ical Institute of the University of Gottingen who had written his 1927 
Habilitationsschrift on the topic “Die Entstehung der nordischen Rasse” 
(The origins of the Nordic race), in which he came to the conclusion that 
Ginther’s theory of Nordic superiority was untenable.*? 

After Hitler came to power, Merkenschlager was the first of the 
two scholars to feel the wrath of the new regime. In October 1933, he 
was fired from his tenured civil service position as Regierungsrat at 
the Biologische Reichsanstalt under article 4 (political unreliability) of 
the cynically titled Law for the Restoration of the Civil Service. Since the 
Reichsanstalt was part of the Ministry of Agriculture, the Minister in 
charge was now none other than the Nordicist racial fanatic Darré.3° 
Nevertheless, far from becoming more cautious after the Nazi seizure of 
power, Saller and Merkenschlager unfolded prodigious publishing and 
speaking activities in order to propagate and popularize their dynamic 
conception of a “German race,” clearly making a bid to influence official 
racial policy. Thus in 1933 Merkenschlager published Rassensonderung, 
Rassenmischung, Rassenwandlung (The separation, mixing, and trans- 
formation of races), while Saller published Der Weg der deutschen Rasse 
(The path of the German race), and in 1934 they co-wrote two books, 
Ofnet — Wanderungen zu den Mdlern am Wege der deutschen Rasse 
(Ofnet: Wanderings to the landmarks on the path of the German race) 
and Vineta — eine deutsche Biologie, von Osten her geschrieben (Vineta: 
a German biology written from the East). 

The reception of Saller and Merkenschlager’s concept of a “German 
race” among Nazi officials was sharply divided. While Nordicists like 
Darré were fiercely opposed, the notion of a German race met with 
considerable assent in other quarters. For not only did the notion of a 
German Volksrasse reflecting the unity of Volk and Rasse have consider- 
able appeal for those steeped in vdlkisch thought. Support for the notion 
of a German race also derived from a concern that the Nordicists might 
advocate a racial policy that would introduce invidious distinctions 
of “racial value” within the German population, perhaps even calling 
for racial-eugenic measures of “nordification” (Aufnordung) directed 
against those deemed insufficiently Nordic, and the fear that such a policy 
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of Nordic superiority would threaten the cohesion of the Volksge- 
meinschaft and undermine the legitimacy of Nazi racial ideology. 

Among the major players in racial policy, the strongest advocate of the 
notion of a German race was Achim Gercke, the Expert for Racial 
Research at the Interior Ministry (Sachverstandiger fiir Rassenforschung 
beim Reichministerium des Innern), who advocated a “Hochziichtung der 
deutschen Rasse” (breeding of the German race). Another prominent 
supporter of the concept of a German race was Fritz Bartels, who held 
three key positions in party and state. He was simultaneously a Nazi- 
appointed senior official (Ministerialrat) in the Ministry of the Interior, 
the Deputy of Reichsarztefiihrer Gerhard Wagner, and, from June 1934, 
the head (Reichsamtsleiter) of the Nazi Party’s Office of Public Health 
(Hauptamt fiir Volksgesundheit). Some Nazi newspapers, such as the 
Hessische Landeszeitung, also published reviews and articles that were 
sympathetic to the dynamic notion of a German race rather than 
Ginther’s Nordicism.3* 

The Nazi official who decided to quash the debate between Nordicists 
and advocates of a German race was Walter Grof, head of the Nazi 
Party’s Rassenpolitisches Amt (Office of Racial Policy), who was 
emerging as the most important player in the realm of controlling official 
and academic discourses on race. A physician who had been working in 
the Public Health section of NSDAP national headquarters since 1932, 
Grof took the initiative right after the Nazi seizure of power to create the 
Aufklarungsamt fiir Bevélkerungspolitik und Rassenpflege (Office for 
Education in Population and Racial Policy), nominally under the auspices 
of the Nazi Doctors’ Association, which in May 1934 became the Ras- 
senpolitisches Amt (Office of Racial Policy) of the NSDAP, reporting 
directly to the Fihrer’s Deputy, Rudolf HefS. Under Grof’s energetic 
leadership, the Rassenpolitisches Amt gradually managed to assert con- 
trol not only over all racial propaganda and training but also over rela- 
tions between the regime and academic researchers on race, and also 
established its right to approve all publications on racial matters.3* 

In an October 1934 circular (Rundschreiben) to all the Rassenbeauf- 
tragte (officials in charge of racial matters) at the Gauleitungen, Grofs 
launched a major attack on the notion of a German race, arguing that 
this conception derived from the Jewish and Catholic intellectual milieu 
and was a camouflaged attempt to remove the factor of race and call 
for harmony among the German Volk. “Whoever speaks of a German 
race is leaving the foundation of the factual. There is a German language, 
a German Volk ... racially, however, Germany, is a racial mixture 
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[Rassengemisch].” Grof also warned that the notion of a German race 
might lead to the inclusion of Jews and Gypsies in the “German race.” 33 
His attack was flanked by critical book reviews in the press and by an 
outright ban on certain publications.*+ Despite Grofs’s effort to declare an 
official ban on the notion of a German race, however, a December 
1934 meeting of party and state officials revealed that key party officials 
in the area of racial policy — including Reichsarztefiihrer Gerhard 
Wagner, his deputy Fritz Bartels, and the Expert on Racial Research at 
the Interior Ministry, Achim Gercke - supported the concept of a 
German race.?° 

Alarmed that the notion of a German race might be gaining political 
support, GrofS now decided to take decisive action against Saller, who 
was still teaching at the University of Gottingen, even though he had 
already been prohibited from delivering public lectures outside the uni- 
versity and two of his books had been banned. In January 1935, 
undoubtedly at Grofs’s behest, the Reich Minister of Research and Edu- 
cation revoked Saller’s teaching credentials (venia legendi) and barred 
him from teaching based on the charge that he had “harmed the reputa- 
tion of the university.” Both the Vélkischer Beobachter and the journal 
Volk and Rasse carried official denunciations of Saller’s research and 
teaching prepared by Grof’s Rassenpolitisches Amt.?° When Saller, 
deprived of his academic career, decided to practice medicine, he was 
denied the Kassenapprobation (recognition by state insurance) that was 
necessary to practice. He ended up practicing homeopathic and natur- 
heilkundlich medicine in a private sanatorium until he was drafted into 
the military as a medic during the war. Friedrich Merkenschlager was 
briefly interned in a concentration camp for alleged oppositional activity 
in 1937.°” 

It would be wrong, however, to conclude that the silencing of the 
academic advocates of the dynamic notion of a German race was syn- 
onymous with the triumph of Nordicist racial theory. Although it may 
have seemed that way for a while, Christopher Hutton has argued that 
Walter Grof$ and the Rassenpolitisches Amt eventually turned against 
Nordicism as well.3* This development is reflected in a later conflict 
involving the founder of Rassenseelenkunde, Ludwig Ferdinand Clauss, 
who found himself the subject of a secret trial in front of the Oberstes 
Parteigericht (Supreme Party Court) of the Nazi Party in 1941/1942. 
Although the legal proceedings had begun with Clauss bringing a com- 
plaint against Walter Grof for obstructing his work and harming his 
academic reputation, in the course of the trial the roles were reversed, 
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and Clauss became a defendant facing expulsion from the party. 
Although the case against Clauss included the charge that his primary 
academic collaborator was Jewish, it also included the accusation, pressed 
by Grof with the help of academic expert opinions, that Clauss’s Ras- 
senseelenforschung was scientifically and politically suspect. Once more 
Grofs prevailed, and the trial ended with Clauss’s expulsion from the Nazi 
party and the loss of his academic position in 1942.3? 

While the Fischer and Saller/Merkenschlager controversies took place 
in the early years of the Nazi regime, Wagner’s sustained attacks on 
sterilization policy in the years 1936-1939 and Clauss’s trial in 1941/42 
show that conflicts over eugenics and racial science continued in the 
regime’s later years. In fact, evidence of disagreement and conflict over 
racial policy can be found in wartime occupation policy. As Gerhard 
Wolf’s essay in this volume demonstrates, the polycratic Nazi regime 
continued to witness significant disagreements over who should count 
as a German and who should count as a Pole in occupied Poland, which 
reflected differing conceptions of Rasse and Volk. 

Even though the conflicts we have examined demonstrate the power 
that key Nazi officials could exert over academic research, they also show 
that racial science was characterized by competing conceptions of race 
and therefore could not have supplied the conceptual framework for Nazi 
racial policy, as the racial state paradigm has suggested. This finding does 
not diminish the incontrovertible and widespread complicity of racial 
scientists in Nazi racial policy. But by jettisoning the misleading notion 
that the Nazi regime translated the precepts of racial science into practice, 
we can embark on a more differentiated analysis of the relationship 
between racial science and Nazi biopolitics and, in particular, of the 
question of what exactly the influence of racial science on Nazi eugenic 
and racial policy was. 


SCIENCE IN NAZI GERMANY: SCIENCE OR PSEUDOSCIENCE? 


Any analysis of the role of science under the Nazi regime is haunted by the 
debate whether science in the Third Reich should be regarded as “normal 
science” or “pseudoscience.”*° Interestingly, Burleigh and Wippermann’s 
The Racial State was characterized by an unresolved tension in this 
regard, for even though the authors stressed that Nazism drew on the 
support of mainstream medicine and bioscience, they also maintained 
that: “Contrary to the notion that Nazism somehow corrupted and 
distorted the temples of learning — which of course it did — one could 
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argue that a corrupt and inherently distorted science lent Nazism its 
specifically ‘academic’ and ‘scientific’ character.”** In this formulation, 
the blame for the corruption of science was shifted from the Nazi regime 
to the scientists themselves, but the fact of corruption remained. The 
historiography of the past twenty-five years has generally abandoned this 
ambivalence. Keenly aware that postwar apologists often sought to deny 
the complicity of mainstream science by arguing that only a small coterie 
of “pseudoscientists” had cooperated with the Nazis, most studies have 
decisively rejected the notion that science under the Nazi regime should be 
regarded as pseudoscience and have, instead, emphasized the complicity 
of mainstream, “normal” science with the Nazi regime.** This historio- 
graphical trend reflects the fact that most historians of science have 
adopted a sociological definition of science. Thus, according to Robert 
Proctor, “science is what scientists do”;#? or, in Sheila Faith Weiss’s 
formulation, “science is what is accepted as science in peer-reviewed 
journals and funded by scientific agencies.”*+ In short, the consensus 
among historians of science is that we should not impose an anachronistic 
litmus test of what qualifies as science. If Nazi racial science used scientific 
forms, methods, and terminologies and was practiced in scientific insti- 
tutions and recognized by other scientists, then we, as historians, should 
treat it as science. 

Although this near-consensus among historians of science has largely 
banished the term “pseudoscience” from more recent studies on science 
under the Third Reich, the pseudoscience debate still occasionally flares 
up, as it did in a 2012 exchange between Sheila Faith Weiss and Eric 
Ehrenreich. Taking issue with Weiss’s analysis of Nazi racial science as 
“science” (rather than pseudoscience) in her book The Nazi Symbiosis, 
Ehrenreich argued that Otmar von Verschuer, director of the Institut fiir 
Erbbiologie und Rassenhygiene in Frankfurt from 1935 to 1942 and 
thereafter Fischer’s successor as head of the Kaiser Wilhelm Institute in 
Dahlem, had bent his scientific standards when he wrote about anti- 
Semitism. Whereas most of Verschuer’s research in human genetics quali- 
fied as “science,” Ehrenreich insisted, his anti-Semitic pronouncements 
ought to be labeled “pseudoscience.”*° 

The exchange illuminates both sides of the debate. On the one hand, 
the pseudoscience position in this debate has become untenable because 
historians of science have adopted a sociological definition of science that 
rejects ex post facto distinctions between science and pseudoscience. They 
have done so at least in part because of a recognition that science always 
operates in a political context. Moreover, in the case of Nazi Germany, 
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distinctions between pseudoscience and science are tainted by the fact that 
postwar scientists used this distinction to deny the complicity of main- 
stream science with the Nazi regime. On the other hand, Ehrenreich’s 
sense that Verschuer’s anti-Semitic publications do not reflect the same 
scientific rigor that can be found in his research on human genetics is 
undoubtedly correct. Therefore, even if we agree with the near-consensus 
among historians of science that it does not make sense to draw distinc- 
tions between science and pseudoscience, we are still left with the challenge 
of interpreting the difference — in tone, method, and content — between 
Fischer’s and Verschuer’s research in human genetics and their statements 
on the “Jewish question.” This kind of interpretive challenge can only be 
met by moving beyond the finding that mainstream scientists were compli- 
cit with the Nazi regime in order to analyze the relationship between the 
biosciences and the Nazi regime in greater detail. 


SCIENCE AND POLITICS IN A POLYCRATIC REGIME 


In a seminal essay, Mitchell Ash has proposed that the relationship 
between science and politics is best analyzed by conceiving of science 
and politics as “resources for one another.”*° What makes this interpret- 
ive model especially useful for an analysis of science in Nazi Germany is 
that it helps us to move beyond longstanding tropes by which science was 
“instrumentalized” or even “abused” by the Nazi regime. Instead, the 
resource model insists that the relationship between science and politics is 
based on a two-way interaction, in which scientists and political actors 
negotiate with one another, with each side offering certain resources in 
order to obtain resources controlled by the other side. In short, both 
scientists and political actors have agency and room for maneuver. If we 
apply this model to the biosciences in Nazi Germany, we can say that the 
key resource that eugenicists and anthropologists could offer the regime 
was the scientific legitimation of Nazi biopolitics, especially eugenic and 
racial policy, while the key resource offered by the state was financial 
support for research.*” As we saw, the controversy over Eugen Fischer’s 
lecture on racial mixing revealed this kind of calculus with exceptional 
clarity. 

At times of political change, Ash argues, scientists can adopt two 
different rhetorical strategies in conducting negotiations over resources 
with the new political regime: a rhetorical strategy proposing an “instru- 
mental relationship” between their scientific field and the regime or a 
rhetorical strategy establishing “ideological coherence” between their 
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scientific field and the new regime.** Whereas fields such as nuclear 
physics or rocketry proposed instrumental relationships to the Third 
Reich, eugenicists such as Riidin and anthropologists such as Fischer 
clearly adopted a strategy of stressing their ideological affinity with the 
Nazi regime. While it is easy to see which elements of eugenic thinking a 
right-wing eugenicist such as Ridin was able to draw on for this purpose — 
the concern with the health of the Volkskérper (the body of the Volk) 
as well as the distinction between genetically inferior and superior 
individuals - we must remember that the case for ideological coherence 
with the regime was a rhetorical strategy and not a reflection of natural 
affinities. In fact, as recent research has shown, German eugenics before 
1933 drew support from across the political spectrum and thus had no 
more affinity with National Socialism than with other political move- 
ments.*? Although physical anthropology presents a more complicated 
case, it too cannot be said to have had an inherent affinity for the Nazi 
movement. The key issue here is that of Nazi anti-Semitism. Although 
both the eugenics movement and the field of physical anthropology had 
no shortage of anti-Semites, anti-Semitism was not an intrinsic part of 
either eugenics or anthropology.*° As we have seen in the case of Fischer, 
at the outset of the Nazi regime, even the views of anthropologists who 
were undoubtedly anti-Semitic were not in line with the radical anti- 
Semitism of the Nazi party. In short, despite a rhetoric of ideological 
affinity, there were real tensions between Nazi ideology and the scientific 
fields of eugenics, anthropology, and racial science. 

While Ash’s model of science and politics as resources for one another 
provides a general framework for analyzing how these tensions were 
negotiated, the polycratic character of the Nazi regime meant that indi- 
vidual scientists had to negotiate with a multitude of state and party 
agencies that often worked at cross-purposes. Especially in the early years 
of the Third Reich multiple agencies sought to control eugenic and racial 
policy, and the balance of power between these agencies changed over 
time. Although this led to a complicated and changing set of conflicts and 
controversies, we can identify some central lines of conflict. From 1933 to 
1939, there was an ongoing battle over the control of Nazi biopolitics 
(ranging from public health to eugenic and racial policy) between Arthur 
Gutt, the Nazi-appointed state official in charge of public health at the 
Ministry of the Interior, and Reichsarztefiihrer Gerhard Wagner, the 
party official in charge of the NSDAP Department of Public Health 
(Hauptamt fiir Volksgesundheit). Wagner’s attacks on sterilization 
policy, which included severe criticisms of Ridin, must be seen in the 
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context of this larger battle, in which Giitt generally prevailed. When, 
after Wagner’s death and Giitt’s health-related retirement in 1939, Leo- 
nardo Conti was appointed to both positions, this conflict between state 
and party was temporarily resolved, but it reemerged in 1942 when Karl 
Brandt was appointed as Bevollmachtigter des Fihrers fiir das Sanitats- 
und Gesundheitswesen (Fiihrer’s Representative for Public Health).5* 

Despite the salience of this party vs. state conflict, it must be remem- 
bered that there was a third player, the SS. In the regime’s early years, the 
SS Race and Settlement Office (Rasse- und Siedlungshauptamt), led by 
Darré until 1938, found itself outmaneuvered by Giitt, who managed to 
establish control over eugenic and racial legislation, and Walter Grof, 
who succeeded in establishing control over propaganda and education in 
matters of racial policy. As a result, in the prewar period the role of 
Darré’s office was limited to racial selection and indoctrination within 
the SS. After the outbreak of the war, however, the situation changed, and 
the SS became the most important agency in setting and executing racial 
policy in occupied Eastern Europe and then in Germany as well.>* 

Both Fischer and Riidin found it easiest to work with Giitt, who 
shielded them from attacks mounted by Darré (who sought to have 
Fischer removed from his directorship) and Wagner (who criticized Riidin 
and other academics as part of his attack on sterilization policy). Cooper- 
ation with the SS was more difficult; during the war Ridin, who had 
turned to the SS for additional funding, ran into serious trouble with SS 
members of his institute who tried to oust him.*? Other racial scientists, 
however, saw the SS’s control over racial policy in the occupied East as a 
welcome opportunity to offer their services to the SS.°* 

The compromises that scientists made with different Nazi officials and 
agencies are often described as “Faustian bargains.”°* The problem with 
this analogy is that scientists who decided to cooperate with the Nazi 
regime in its early years, such as Fischer and Riidin, could not have 
foreseen the radicalization of racial policy that culminated in the Holo- 
caust. Even though it can certainly be argued that even these early 
cooperations compromised these scholars’ scientific integrity and there- 
fore amounted to Faustian bargains, the radicalization of Nazi racial 
policy effectively exacted an ever higher price from the scientists who 
had agreed to the bargain. Any analysis of the relationship between 
science and politics under the Nazi regime must therefore ask not only 
why prominent scientists were willing to cooperate with the regime early 
on, but why they continued to cooperate and to lend scientific legitimacy 
to Nazi racial policy after it became a program of mass murder. 
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While there most certainly were racial scientists — such as Otto Reche, 
professor of anthropology at the University of Leipzig - who were “true 
believers” in a radical anti-Semitism fully in line with Nazi ideology and 
who therefore jumped at the chance of participating in implementing 
racial policy in the occupied East,>° other representatives of racial science, 
including Eugen Fischer and Otmar von Verschuer, were not “true 
believers” in this sense. Thus, even if we reject Ehrenreich’s distinction 
between science and pseudoscience for the heuristic reasons sketched 
above, his contention that the anti-Semitic writings of Verschuer did not 
meet the same methodological standards as his publications on human 
genetics calls attention to important differences between different sub- 
fields of racial science under the Nazi regime and to the fact that the costs 
exacted by these Faustian bargains kept increasing. 

It can, of course, be argued that the eugenics movement was never 
purely scientific and always reflected ideological imperatives: hereditarian 
assumptions and eugenic convictions led eugenicists to recommend steril- 
ization even though many of them admitted that the scientific evidence 
was still lacking. But the anti-Semitic statements made by Fischer and 
Verschuer fall into a different category. In Fischer’s case, the controversy 
over his 1933 lecture on racial mixing demonstrates that he changed his 
views as a result of political pressure. By 1938, he delivered a lecture on 
the “Jewish question” that endorsed the crudest of anti-Semitic stereo- 
types. In this instance, it is hard to believe that Fischer was not conscious 
of compromising his scholarly integrity in order to maintain his position 
as head of the KWI and to gain resources for this institute.*” 


WAS THERE A “GENESIS OF THE ‘FINAL SOLUTION’ FROM 
THE SPIRIT OF SCIENCE”? 


So far, we have focused on the legitimating function of racial science 
under the Nazi regime. But in his seminal 1989 article on the “genesis 
of the ‘Final Solution’ from the spirit of science,” Detlev Peukert made a 
claim that went considerably further, namely that the “red thread in the 
causal nexus” that led to the Holocaust was a “fatal racist dynamic in 
the human sciences.”>® Similar claims can be found in the more recent 
literature, in slightly different formulations. Thus, Benoit Massin con- 
cludes an important 2004 essay on racial science under the Nazi regime 
with the sentence: “Racial anthropologists and medical geneticists inter- 
vened in almost every aspect of Nazi racial policy ... Not only did these 
scientists help the regime, sometimes they directly inspired its murderous 
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policies.”>? In the conclusion of her magisterial study of human genetics 
and politics in the Third Reich, Sheila Faith Weiss writes: “If there was 
anything uniquely ‘Nazi’ about human heredity and eugenics in the Third 
Reich, it pertains to the particular way in which human genetics inter- 
faced with National Socialist politics, and how these served as resources 
for one another. The symbiosis that ensued between human heredity and 
the broad political context of Nazism served to radicalize them both.”°° 

The claims that racial scientists “directly inspired” policies of mass 
murder or helped to “radicalize” Nazi racial policy deserve careful scru- 
tiny. On the question whether the biomedical sciences influenced or even 
radicalized Nazi policies, I would argue that we have to make careful 
distinctions between Nazi eugenic policy (targeting “genetically defect- 
ive” individuals within the German Volksgemeinschaft) and different 
aspects of Nazi racial policy (targeting racially defined groups, such as 
Jews, Roma and Sinti, and Slavic peoples). 

In the realm of eugenic policy, eugenicists such as Ridin were certainly 
keen on implementing both negative and positive eugenic measures on 
the general population. Here, especially in the early years of the Third 
Reich, the agenda of radical, right-wing eugenicists was largely congruent 
with that of the Nazi officials in charge of “hereditary health” policy. The 
volkisch wing of the German eugenics movement saw the Nazi regime as 
offering a welcome opportunity, and figures such as Riidin played an 
active role in shaping Nazi eugenic policy, especially sterilization policy. 
Because they saw eugenics as not just addressing medical pathologies but 
also as a way of solving social problems, including crime, vagrancy, and 
“asocial” behavior, their participation in eugenic policy-making was also 
a way of expanding the medical profession’s influence into the realm of 
social policy. Ridin and other eugenicists such as Fritz Lenz did indeed 
seek to radicalize Nazi policy, and they succeeded in certain respects. The 
drastic expansion of the criteria for sterilization through the influential, 
semi-official Gutt-Riidin-Ruttke commentary on the law is a prominent 
example. Even though, as we saw, the eugenic hardliners also met with 
opposition, key figures in the German eugenics movement — most import- 
antly Ernst Ridin — most certainly had a direct causal role in shaping and 
radicalizing Nazi eugenic policy in the early years of the regime. 

The systematic murder of the handicapped and mentally ill that began 
in 1939 is a different matter that cannot be examined in any detail here. 
Suffice it to say that even though most psychiatrists went along with the 
murder of the mentally ill in their care and a substantial number partici- 
pated in the selection process, recent research has stressed the economic as 


Downloaded from https://www.cambridge.org/core. University of New England, on 19 Feb 2018 at 15:34:19, subject to the Cambridge Core 
terms of use, available at https://www.cambridge.org/core/terms. https://doi.org/10.1017/9781316691700.006 


Eugenics, Racial Science, and Nazi Biopolitics 165 


opposed to eugenic motivations behind the euthanasia killings, weakening 
the argument that there was some sort of logical progression from eugenics 
to the murder of the mentally ill and handicapped.°* 

The role of racial scientists in the area of racial (rather than eugenic) 
policy — that is, policies targeting groups who were excluded from the 
German Volksgemeinschaft on the basis of their supposed race rather 
than policies targeting individuals within the German Volksgemeinschaft 
on the basis of supposed genetic defects — presents a more complicated 
picture. Racial scientists did play a key role in the persecution and murder 
of the Roma and Sinti. Because Roma and Sinti were perceived as asocial 
and criminal, they were targeted by sterilization policy through diag- 
noses of feeblemindedness; there also were discussions about specifically 
targeting all “Gypsies” (regardless of supposed feeblemindedness) for 
sterilization, but these were overtaken by the turn to mass murder; most 
importantly, racial research on Gypsies conducted by Robert Ritter and 
others had a direct influence on the course of Nazi racial policy toward 
the Sinti and Roma which culminated in mass murder.°* 

By contrast, the role of racial scientists in Nazi anti-Semitic policy 
was more limited. German racial scientists were deeply complicit in the 
implementation of Nazi anti-Semitism and the Holocaust. But there is 
little evidence that they played any significant role in the shaping and 
radicalization of Nazi anti-Semitic policy. Although most German Ras- 
senhygieniker and anthropologists were anti-Semites (Fischer and Ridin 
clearly were), their role in drawing up specific anti-Semitic measures 
and policies seems to have been extremely limited. Neither the passage 
of the Nuremberg Laws — for which racial science failed to deliver any 
biological criteria — nor the turn toward the mass murder of the Jews can 
be attributed to the influence of scientists; the initiative clearly came from 
the Nazi leadership. Dan Stone, pointing to a growing body of research, 
has argued that “leading Nazis rather than the race scientists were the 
prime movers in the creation and implementation of Judenpolitik.”°3 This 
does not diminish the complicity of anthropologists, eugenicists, and 
Rassenforscher, who lent scientific legitimacy to anti-Semitism, provided 
racial expert opinions, or performed medical experiments on concentra- 
tion camp inmates. But in the area of anti-Semitic policy (as opposed to 
eugenic policy and the persecution of Sinti and Roma) their role was that 
of supporting the implementation of Nazi policy — not that of shaping or 
radicalizing it. 

The role of racial scientists in the “racial screening” of the populations 
of Nazi-occupied Eastern Europe and the “resettlement” policies adopted 
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there was significant. The anthropologist Otto Reche, for instance, sought 
to exert a radicalizing influence on Nazi racial policies toward Poles. 
At the same time, Gerhard Wolf’s recent study of Nazi Germanization 
policy in Poland provides an example of how Nazi officials who favored a 
highly inclusive policy of Germanization could also draw on racial science 
to defend their position against more restrictive policy proposals. Albert 
Forster, Gauleiter of Danzig-West Prussia, convinced Hans F. K. Giinther 
to visit his Gau for a ten-day field study in order to obtain his “expert 
opinion” on the racial composition of the population. Although Ginther 
noted that the local population represented an “inextricable mixture of 
races,” he argued that the key question was whether their “offspring 
would represent a welcome addition to the German population” and 
answered this question in the affirmative, noting that the majority of the 
local Polish population was “racially not too far removed from the 
German population of east-central Germany.” Thus Forster obtained 
the scientific legitimation of his more inclusive Germanization policy, 
which stood in stark contrast to the more radical, that is, restrictive 
policies promoted by Himmler and the SS.°4 


DID RACIAL SCIENCE BECOME RADICALIZED UNDER 
THE NAZI REGIME? 


After critically examining the thesis that German racial science radicalized 
Nazi biopolitics, I shall now turn to probing the converse thesis, also 
found in the literature, that the Nazi regime radicalized racial science. The 
impact of the Nazi regime on the development of the biomedical sciences 
was certainly greater than these sciences’ impact on the regime. Neverthe- 
less, the thesis that Nazism radicalized the biomedical sciences conveys 
only a partial picture. 

To be sure, one can identify processes of radicalization, above all the 
willingness of racial scientists to support and legitimize the regime’s racial 
policy in a myriad of ways, such as providing racial expert opinions, 
delivering anti-Semitic lectures and publications, training SS personnel 
at KWI research institutes, and participating in the implementation of 
racial policy in the occupied East. What is more, some racial scientists 
conducted anthropological, genetic, and medical research on concentra- 
tion camp inmates — including Jews, Sinti and Roma, and Soviet prisoners 
of war — that violated fundamental ethical principles, including the 
principle of informed consent, while others, including Verschuer, con- 
ducted laboratory research using “human material” sent to them from 
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Auschwitz.°* This transgression of ethical boundaries, sometimes referred 
to as an Entgrenzung or Grenziiberschreitung (removal of boundaries, 
crossing of boundaries) in German-language studies, can most certainly 
be described as a radicalization. But it is important to note that this ethical 
transgression was a crime of opportunity that was not connected to a 
radicalization of the content and research paradigms of racial science. As 
Hans-Walter Schmuhl has shown, the research projects for which Otmar 
von Verschuer and others at the KWI for Anthropology in Dahlem used 
the “human material” sent to them from Auschwitz were conceived 
within the new paradigm of Phanogenetik (pheno-genetics), which broke 
with the genetic determinism of older models of racial science.°° 

Indeed, one of the most remarkable developments in the field of racial 
science under the Nazis was that research at the KWI for Anthropology 
(directed by Fischer until 1942, when Verschuer assumed the director- 
ship) began to reflect international research trends by moving in the 
direction of population genetics, which undermined the simplistic hered- 
itarian assumptions of Mendelian genetics. Although researchers at the 
KWI were not themselves engaged in population or experimental genetics, 
they began to draw on these developments in their research, which was 
increasingly shifting to the new paradigm of Phdnogenetik after about 
1938.°7 As Veronika Lipphardt has demonstrated, “[w]ith regard to its 
theoretical groundings, research problems, research designs, methods, 
practices, results, and interpretations, German race science was far more 
embedded in contemporary research on human diversity around the 
world than is generally assumed.”°* In some important respects, research 
at Nazi Germany’s premier research institute in racial science was thus 
becoming increasingly disconnected from Nazi racial policy. As Peter 
Weingart, Jiirgen Kroll, and Kurt Bayertz have argued, this development 
could not have been lost on Eugen Fischer, who “must have been con- 
scious of a growing gulf between an ever more radical Nazi racial policy 
and the direction of the development of his own science.”°? More gener- 
ally, the turn to the new genetics was beginning to sideline traditional 
racial anthropology in Nazi Germany.’° 

This development brings us to the central paradox of racial science 
under the Nazi regime: even as racial scientists became ever more compli- 
cit in Nazi racial policy, they were adopting new research paradigms that 
undermined the deterministic understandings of heredity and race that 
undergirded this racial policy. This paradox leads to two further reflec- 
tions. First, the egregious violations of medical ethics involved in the 
KWTPs harvesting of “human material” from concentration camp inmates 
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took place in the context of “normal science” in line with international 
developments; it is therefore clear that even the most sophisticated para- 
digms of contemporary genetics provided (and provide) no inherent 
protection against such violations. Second, Fischer, Verschuer, and other 
leading racial scientists were well informed about scientific developments 
that undermined the hereditarian determinism and the static notion of 
race that provided the foundation for Nazi racial policy. They partici- 
pated in Nazi racial policy despite this knowledge and hence against their 
better judgment. This surely increases their culpability. 


CONCLUSION 


In this essay, I have sought to distinguish the question of German racial 
scientists’ complicity in Nazi eugenic and racial policy from the question of 
what influence they had on the shaping of those policies. While their 
widespread complicity is now well documented in depressing detail, claims 
that Nazi racial science “created the conceptual framework” for Nazi racial 
policy (Burleigh and Wippermann) or that Nazi racial policy was propelled 
by a “fatal racist dynamic” in the biosciences (Peukert) are problematic. In 
assessing the influence of racial science on Nazi biopolitics, one has to 
distinguish between different scientific fields and different areas of Nazi 
policy. While one can indeed make a strong case that Ernst Ridin influ- 
enced Nazi sterilization policy and that the Zigeunerforscher Robert Ritter 
influenced the murderous Nazi policy toward Roma and Sinti, there is little 
evidence that research in racial science exerted any influence on the radic- 
alization of Nazi anti-Semitic policy and the turn to mass murder. Nei- 
ther does the historical evidence bear out the general assertion that the 
Nazi regime exerted a radicalizing influence on the field of racial science. 
While there were racial scientists who adopted more radical positions as 
Nazi racial policy became radicalized, others — including the researchers 
at the Dahlem KWI, Nazi Germany’s leading research institute in racial 
science — were adopting research paradigms that undermined the genetic 
determinism on which Nazi racism was based, thus widening the gulf 
between their academic research and Nazi racial policies. 

The racial-state paradigm that Burleigh and Wippermann formulated 
in The Racial State has made two crucial contributions to the historiog- 
raphy by, first, calling attention to the complicity of doctors and racial 
scientists in Nazi crimes and, second, demonstrating that Nazi anti- 
Semitism and the Holocaust were part of a larger biopolitical agenda 
targeting a range of groups and individuals that were labeled as racially 
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inferior (including Sinti and Roma, Poles, and other Slavic peoples) or 
biologically defective (including the handicapped and mentally ill, homo- 
sexuals, and so-called asocials). For these reasons, the racial-state para- 
digm rightly remains influential. What is problematic is the paradigm’s 
claim that racial science provided a conceptual blueprint for Nazi racial 
policy that the regime then translated into practice. 

Without denying the central role of race in the Third Reich, I have tried 
to argue here that instead of using “race” as an analytical category for 
understanding the Nazi regime, we must recognize that “race” was a 
diffuse concept whose competing and contested meanings during the Nazi 
era are in need of historical analysis. A careful examination of the inter- 
action of racial scientists with different parts of the Nazi regime might 
help us understand the Third Reich better by elucidating how both 
scientists and Nazi officials deployed competing conceptions of race for 
strategic purposes at different points in the regime’s development. 


Notes 


t Michael Burleigh and Wolfgang Wippermann, The Racial State: Germany 
1933-1945 (Cambridge, 1991); Detlev Peukert, “Die Genesis der ‘Endlésung’ 
aus dem Geist der Wissenschaft,” in Peukert, Max Webers Diagnose der Mod- 
erne (Gottingen, 1989), 102-21 — an English version was published as “The 
genesis of the ‘Final Solution’ from the spirit of science” in Thomas Childers and 
Jane Caplan (eds.), Reevaluating the Third Reich (New York, 1993), 234-52. 
Quotations from Peukert’s essay in this chapter are my own translations from the 
German original. Because Burleigh and Wippermann as well as Peukert based 
their interpretations on a first wave of historical studies on eugenics and racial 
science published in the 1980s, the research of the past two-and-a-half decades 
can also be said to have broadened and deepened the key findings of these 
pioneering early studies, including: Ernst Klee, Euthanasie im NS-Staat (Frank- 
furt, 1983); Benno Miiller-Hill, Tédliche Wissenschaft (Reinbek, 1984); the series 
Beitrage zur nationalsozialistischen Gesundheits- und Sozialpolitik (1985-), 
edited by Gotz Aly, Karl Heinz Roth, et al.; Gisela Bock, Zwangssterilisation 
im Nationalsozialismus: Studien zur Rassenpolitik und Frauenpolitik (Opladen, 
1986); Peter Weingart, Jurgen Kroll, and Kurt Bayertz, Rasse, Blut und Gene: 
Geschichte der Eugenik und Rassenhygiene in Deutschland (Frankfurt, 1988); 
Robert Proctor, Racial Hygiene: Medicine under the Nazis (Cambridge, MA, 
1988); Paul Weindling, Health, Race, and German Politics between National 
Unification and Nazism, 1870-1945 (Cambridge, 1989). 

2 On biopolitics in modern German history see Edward Ross Dickinson, “Bio- 
politics, fascism, democracy: some reflections on our discourse about ‘modern- 
ity’,” Central European History 37 (2004): 1-48; on biopolitics as an analytical 
concept, including its Foucauldian version, see Thomas Lemke, Biopolitik zur 
Einfiibrung (Hamburg, 2007). 


Downloaded from https://www.cambridge.org/core. University of New England, on 19 Feb 2018 at 15:34:19, subject to the Cambridge Core 
terms of use, available at https://www.cambridge.org/core/terms. https://doi.org/10.1017/9781316691700.006 


170 Richard F. Wetzell 


3 On the current state of historical research on German eugenics, see Hans- 
Walter Schmuhl, “Eugenik und Rassenanthropologie,” in Robert Jiitte et al. 
(eds.), Medizin und Nationalsozialismus: Bilanz und Perspektiven der For- 
schung (Gottingen, 2011), 24-38. On Ridin and his institute, see Sheila Faith 
Weiss, The Nazi Symbiosis: Human Genetics and Politics in the Third Reich 
(Chicago, 2010), 121-83; Matthias Weber, Ernst Riidin (Berlin, 1993); Volker 
Roelcke, “Psychiatrische Wissenschaft im Kontext nationalsozialistischer 
Politik und ‘Euthanasie’: Zur Rolle von Ernst Riidin und der Deutschen For- 
schungsanstalt fiir Psychiatrie/Kaiser-Wilhelm-Institut” in Doris Kaufmann 
(ed.), Geschichte der Kaiser-Wilhelm-Gesellschaft im Nationalsozialismus 
(Géttingen, 2000), vol. 1, 112-50. 

4 Hans-Walter Schmuhl, Grenziiberschreitungen: Das Kaiser-Wilhelm-Institut 

fiir Anthropologie, menschliche Erblebre und Eugenik, 1927-1945 (Gottingen, 

2005), 268-69; translated as The Kaiser Wilhelm Institute for Anthropology, 

Human Heredity and Eugenics, 1927-1945 (Dordrecht, 2008); Weiss, Nazi 

Symbiosis, 99-102; for a detailed analysis of von Verschuer’s Erb- und Rasse- 

gutachten, see Sheila Faith Weiss, “The loyal genetic doctor, Otmar Freiherr 

von Verschuer, and the Institut fir Erbbiologie und Rassenhygiene: origins, 

controversy and political practice,” Central European History 45 (2012), 

631-68. 

Schmuhl, Grenziiberschreitungen, 264-8; Weiss, Nazi Symbiosis, 105-7. 

6 On Reche, see Isabel Heinemann, “Defining ‘(un)wanted population addition’: 
anthropology, racist ideology, and mass murder in the occupied East” in Anton 
Weiss-Wendt and Rory Yeomans (eds.), Racial Science in Hitler’s New Europe 
(Lincoln, 2013), 39-42; Katja Geisenhainer, “Rasse ist Schicksal”: Otto Reche 
(1879-1966) — ein Leben als Anthropologe und Vélkerkundler (Leipzig, 2002); 
Weindling, Health, Race, and German Politics, 540-1; Weingart, Kroll, and 
Bayertz, Rasse, Blut und Gene, 401-3. 

7 See Karola Fings, “Die Gutachtlichen Ausserungen der Rassenhygienischen 
Forschungsstelle und ihr Einfluss auf die nationalsozialistische Zigeunerpolitik” 
in Michael Zimmermann (ed.), Zwischen Erziehung und Vernichtung: Zigeu- 
nerpolitik und Zigeunerforschung im Europe des 20. Jahrhunderts (Stuttgart, 
2007), 425-59 and other chapters in that volume; also the standard work: 
Michael Zimmermann, Rassenutopie und Genozid: Die nationalsozialistische 
“Losung der Zigeunerfrage” (Hamburg, 1996). 

8 For the most recent research on the murder of the mentally ill and handicapped, 
see Gerrit Hohendorf, Der Tod als Erlésung vom Leiden: Geschichte und Ethik 
der Sterbehilfe seit dem Ende des 19. Jahrhunderts in Deutschland (Gottingen, 
2013), 64-131; Gotz Aly, Die Belasteten: “Euthanasie” 1939-1945 (Frankfurt, 
2013); Maike Rotzoll, Gerrit Hohendorf, et al. (eds.), Die nationalsozialistische 
“Euthanasie”-Aktion “T4” und ihre Opfer (Paderborn, 2010). See also the 
pioneering studies: Ernst Klee, “Euthanasie” im NS-Staat (Frankfurt, 1983); 
Hans-Walter Schmuhl, Rassenhygiene, Nationalsozialismus, Euthanasie 
(Gottingen, 1987; 2nd rev. edn. 1992); Michael Burleigh, Death and Deliver- 
ance: Euthanasia in Germany, 1900-1945 (Cambridge, 1994); Henry Fried- 
lander, The Origins of Nazi Genocide: From Euthanasia to the Final Solution 
(Chapel Hill, 1995). 


wn 


Downloaded from https://www.cambridge.org/core. University of New England, on 19 Feb 2018 at 15:34:19, subject to the Cambridge Core 
terms of use, available at https://www.cambridge.org/core/terms. https://doi.org/10.1017/9781316691700.006 


Eugenics, Racial Science, and Nazi Biopolitics I71 


9 Schmuhl, Grenziiberschreitungen, 532-3, 423-530; Carola Sachse (ed.), Die 
Verbindung nach Auschwitz: Biowissenschaften und Menschenversuche an 
Kaiser-Wilhelm-Instituten (Gottingen, 2003). 

to Burleigh and Wippermann, Racial State, 51; Peukert, “Die Genesis,” 104. 

11 Historians differ on Riidin’s role. In his biography of Ridin, Matthias Weber 
argues that Ridin did not participate in drafting the law, but only in writing 
the published commentary (Weber, Ernst Riidin, 181-3). By contrast, Gisela 
Bock (Zwangssterilisation, 84), Paul Weindling (Health, Race and German 
Politics, 524) and Joachim Miller (Sterilisation und Gesetzgebung, 106) 
maintain that Ridin participated in drafting the law. Whether or not Ridin 
participated in the initial stages of preparation (Miller), his prominent role in 
the Sachverstandigenbeirat strongly suggests that he played a part in drafting 
the law. See also A. Ploetz and Ernst Ridin, “Ministerialdirektor Dr. Arthur 
Gitt: 5 Jahre Leiter der Abteilung fiir Volksgesundheit im Reichs- und Pre- 
ussischen Ministerium des Inneren,” Archiv fiir Rassen- und Gesellschaftsbio- 
logie [hereafter ARGB] 33 (1939), 89; Ernst Ridin, “Die Bedeutung Arthur 
Giitt’s fiir die Erb- und Rassenforschung und deren praktische Anwendung,” 
Der 6ffentliche Gesundheitsdienst, 4 (1938/39), 897-9; Alfred Ploetz, “Der 
Sachverstandigenbeirat fiir Bevélkerungs- und Rassenpolitik,” ARGB 27 
(1933), 419. 

12 Gesetz zur Verhiitung erbkranken Nachwuchses, bearbeitet und erlautert von 
Arthur Gitt, Ernst Ridin, Falk Ruttke, rst edn. (Munich, 1934), 56. 

13, Oswald Bumke, Lehrbuch der Geisteskrankheiten, 3rd edn. (Munich, 1929), 
188; quoted in Hans Fickert, Rassenhygienische Verbrechensbekampfung 
(Leipzig, 1938), 41, which also gives other references confirming this psychi- 
atric consensus. 

14 Giitt, Riidin, and Ruttke, Gesetz, 94. 

15 Hans Luxenburger, “Review of: Giitt, Ridin, and Ruttke, Gesetz zur Verhii- 
tung erbkranken Nachwuchses [2nd edn., 1936],” ARGB 30 (1936), 422-33 
for the same criticism, see also Robert Miiller, “Zum Schwachsinnsbegriff in 
der Praxis der Erbgesundheitsgerichte,” Der Erbarzt 5 (1938), 49. 

16 Verdict of the Erbgesundheitsobergericht [hereafter EOG], Kiel, 14 February 
1935, in: Juristische Wochenschrift [hereafter ]W] 64 (1935): 2143. See also 
the following court decisions: EOG Kiel, 14 February 193 5, ] W 64 (1935): 21433 
EOG Jena, 21 March 1935, ibid., 1869; EOG Kassel, 28 March 1935, ibid., 
3111; EOG Darmstadt, 8 April 1935, ibid., 1867; EOG Berlin, 18 Mai 
1935, ibid., 2149; for an overview, see Fickert, Rassenhygienische Verbrechens- 
bekampfung, 47-8. On the German efforts and debates regarding the applica- 
tion of eugenic measures to criminals during the Weimar and Nazi era, see 
Richard Wetzell, Inventing the Criminal: A History of German Criminology, 
1880-1945 (Chapel Hill, 2000), 233-94. 

17 Christian Ganssmiiller, Die Erbgesundheitspolitik des Dritten Reiches (Col- 
ogne, 1987), 100-15, quote 104; Weiss, The Nazi Symbiosis, 160-2; Proctor, 
Racial Hygiene, 114-17; Matthias Weber, Ernst Riidin (Berlin, 1993), 254-7. 

18 Letter from Wagner to Himmler, Janruary 24, 1938, Bundesarchiv Berlin- 
Lichterfelde, NS 19, file 3434, BI. 71. 

19 Weiss, Nazi Symbiosis, 161. 


Downloaded from https://www.cambridge.org/core. University of New England, on 19 Feb 2018 at 15:34:19, subject to the Cambridge Core 
terms of use, available at https://www.cambridge.org/core/terms. https://doi.org/10.1017/9781316691700.006 


172 Richard F. Wetzell 


20 On Ginther, see Hutton, Race and the Third Reich, 35-63, 168-9; 
Uwe Hoffeld, Geschichte der biologischen Anthropologie in Deutschland 
(Stuttgart, 2005), 220-9; Uwe Hofsfeld, “Die Jenaer Jahre des ‘Rasse Giinther’ 
von 1930 bis 1935,” Medizinhistorisches Journal 34 (1999), 47-1033 
Hans-Jiirgen Lutzhéft, Der nordische Gedanke in Deutschland, 1920-1940 
(Stuttgart, 1971), esp. 390-402. 

21 See the literature and sources on Saller and Merkenschlager cited in the next 
section. 

22 On Fischer and his institute, see Schmuhl, Grenziiberschreitungen; Niels 
Lésch, Rasse als Konstrukt: Leben und Werk Eugen Fischers (Frankfurt, 
1997); Weiss, Nazi Symbiosis, 69-120; Benoit Massin, “Rasse und Vererbung 
als Beruf,” in Hans-Walter Schmuhl (ed.), Rassenforschung an Kaiser- 
Wilbelm-Instituten vor und nach 1933 (Gottingen, 2003), 190-244; Wein- 
gart, Kroll, and Bayertz, Rasse, Blut und Gene, 239-46, 407-24; quote from 
Fischer in Saller, Rassenlehre, 37. 

23 Memo from Eugen Fischer to Gitt, April 30, 1934, Bundesarchiv Berlin, 
R r5or, file 126245, Bl. 219-235; Schmuhl, Grenziiberschreitungen, 
157-61, 176-83; Lésch, Rasse als Konstrukt, 231-3; Weiss, Nazi Symbiosis, 
85-9; Hutton, Race and the Third Reich, 143-9. 

24 Letter from Giitt to Walter Darré, Reichminister fiir Ernahrung und Land- 
wirtschaft, May 23, 1934, Bundesarchiv Berlin, R 1501, file 126245, 218-19. 

25 Schmuhl, Grenziiberschreitungen, 156-83, quote 176; Weiss, Nazi Symbiosis, 
85-93, 111; Lésch, Rasse als Konstrukt, 234-53; Hutton, Race and the Third 
Reich, 143-9; Lothar Gottlieb Tirala, “Rassenmischung,” Volk und Rasse 9 
(1934), 185-8; Eugen Fischer, “Rassenkreuzung,” Volk und Rasse 9 (1934), 
247-51; Tirala, “Rassenhygiene oder Eugenik,” Volk und Rasse 9 (1934), 
353-7. On Tirala, see Helmut Heiber, Universitat unterm Hakenkreuz, Teil 1, 
Der Professor im Dritten Reich (Munich, 1991), 445-60; Ernst Klee, Das 
Personenlexikon zum Dritten Reich, rev. edn. (Frankfurt, 2005), 625; 
Weingart, Kroll, and Bayertz, Rasse, Blut und Gene, 541. 

26 See Mitchell Ash, “Wissenschaft und Politik als Ressourcen fiireinander” 
in Riidiger vom Bruch and Brigitte Kaderas (eds.), Wissenschaften und 
Wissenschaftspolitik (Stuttgart, 2002), 32-51. 

27 On Saller and Merkenschlager, see Karl Saller, Die Rassenlebre des National- 
sozialismus in Wissenschaft und Propaganda (Darmstadt, 1961); Andreas 
Liiddecke, Der “Fall Saller” und die Rassenhygiene: Eine Gottinger Fallstudie 
zu den Widerspriichen sozialbiologistischer Ideologiebildung (Marburg, 
1995); Hutton, Race and the Third Reich, 150-7; Cornelia Essner, Die 
“Niirnberger Gesetze” oder die Verwaltung des Rassenwahns 1933-1945 
(Paderborn, 2002), 61-9; Gerd Berghofer, Friedrich Merkenschlager: Ein 
Wissenschaftler trotzt den Rassegedanken der Nazis (Treuchtlingen, 2010), 
Karl Saller, “Friedrich Merkenschlager” in Willi Ulsamer (ed.), roo Jahre 
Landkreis Schwabach (1862-1962): Ein Heimatbuch (Schwabach, 1964), 
287-96. 

28 Berghofer, Merkenschlager, 44-73. 

29 Liiddecke, Der "Fall Saller," 59-60. 

30 Berghofer, Merkenschlager, 107-110. 


Downloaded from https://www.cambridge.org/core. University of New England, on 19 Feb 2018 at 15:34:19, subject to the Cambridge Core 
terms of use, available at https://www.cambridge.org/core/terms. https://doi.org/10.1017/9781316691700.006 


Eugenics, Racial Science, and Nazi Biopolitics 173 


31 Essner, Die “Niirnberger Gesetze,” 64-9; Saller, Die Rassenlebre, 87-8 and 
passim. 

32 On Grof and the Rassenpolitisches Amt, see Claudia Koonz, The Nazi Con- 
science (Cambridge, MA, 2003), esp. 103-30; Weingart, Kroll, and Bayertz, 
Rasse, Blut und Gene, 3.76, 402-6, 558-61; Hutton, Race and the Third Reich, 
154-7; Roger Uhle, Neues Volk und reine Rasse: Walter Gross und das Rassen- 
politische Amt der NSDAP (RPA) 1934-1945 (Garmisch-Partenkirchen, 1999). 

33 Rassenpolitisches Amt, Rundschreiben Nr. 37, 24. Oktober 1934, reprinted in 
Leon Poliakov and Josef Wulf, Das Dritte Reich und seine Denker: Doku- 
mente, rev. edn. (Munich, 1978), 411ff. and in Saller, Die Rassenlebre, 84-5. 

34 Saller, Die Rassenlehre, 86-91; L. Leonhardt, “Deutsche Rasse oder nordische 
Rasse im deutschen Volk,” Volk und Rasse 9 (1934), 188-90 (review of 
Saller’s book Der Weg der deutschen Rasse); Kurt Holler, “Deutsche Rasse,” 
Rasse: Monatsschrift der nordischen Bewegung 2 (1935), 31-2. 

35 Essner, Die “Niirnberger Gesetze,” 69-71. 

36 Saller, Die Rassenlehre, esp. 33-49; Weingart, Kroll, and Bayertz, Rasse, 
Blut und Gene, 317-19, 539-41, Saller quote 539; Andreas Liiddecke, Der 
“Fall Saller”; Hutton, Race and the Third Reich, 15-54. 

37 Hutton, Race and the Third Reich, 151-7; Saller, Die Rassenlebre, 43; 
Liiddecke, Der “Fall Saller.” 

38 Hutton, Race and the Third Reich, 128-9, 138-9, 160-1, 166-9. 

39 On Clauss, see Peter Weingart, Doppel-Leben. Ludwig Ferdinand Clauss: 
Zwischen Rassenforschung und Widerstand (Frankfurt, 1995), which recon- 
structs the party trial in detail — see esp. 81-91, 144-8; Heiber, Universitat 
unterm Hakenkreuz, Teil 1, Der Professor, 481-91; Hutton, Race and 
the Third Reich, 183-6; Hans-Christian Harten, Uwe Neirich, and Matthias 
Schwerendt, Rassenbygiene als Erziehungsideologie des Dritten Reichs 
(Berlin, 2006), 144-50. 

40 On the concept of pseudoscience, see Dirk Rupnow et al. (eds.), Pseudowis- 
senschaft (Frankfurt, 2008) and Michael Gordin, The Pseudoscience Wars: 
Immanuel Velikovsky and the Birth of the Modern Fringe (Chicago, 2012). 

41 Burleigh and Wippermann, The Racial State, 56. 

42 For an excellent overview, see Margit Szdlldsi-Janze, “National Socialism and 
science” in M. Szdllési-Janze (ed.), Science in the Third Reich (Oxford, 2001), 
I-35. 

43 Proctor, Racial Hygiene, 9. 

44 Weiss, “The loyal genetic doctor,” 656. 

45 See Ehrenreich’s book review and letters to the editor in American Historical 
Review [AHR] 116 (2011), 1587-8; AHR 117 (2012), 321-2 and 661-2. See 
also Eric Ehrenreich, “Otmar von Verschuer and the ‘scientific’ legitimization 
of Nazi anti-Jewish policy,” Holocaust and Genocide Studies 21 (2007), 
55-72; Weiss, “The loyal genetic doctor.” 

46 Ash, “Wissenschaft und Politik als Ressourcen fiir einander.” 

47 For an application of Ash’s model to Nazi Germany, see also Sheila Weiss, 
“Human genetics and politics as mutually beneficial resources: the case of the 
Kaiser Wilhelm Institute for Anthropology, Human Heredity and Eugenics 
during the Third Reich,” Journal of the History of Biology 39 (2006), 41-88. 


Downloaded from https://www.cambridge.org/core. University of New England, on 19 Feb 2018 at 15:34:19, subject to the Cambridge Core 
terms of use, available at https://www.cambridge.org/core/terms. https://doi.org/10.1017/9781316691700.006 


174 Richard F. Wetzell 


48 Ash, “Wissenschaft und Politik als Ressourcen fiir einander,” 40; see also 
Mitchell Ash, “Scientific changes in Germany 1933, 1945, 1990: towards a 
comparison,” Minerva 37 (1999), 329-54, eSp. 345-6. 

49 For an overview of the current state of research on German eugenics, see 
Hans-Walter Schmuhl, “Eugenik und Rassenanthropologie” in Robert Jiitte 
et al. (eds.), Medizin und Nationalsozialismus: Bilanz und Perspektiven der 
Forschung (Gottingen, 2011), 24-38; on the wide range of support for eugen- 
ics, see Regina Wecker et al. (eds.), Wie nationalsozialistisch ist die Eugenik? 
(Wien, 2009); Stefan Kiihl, Die Internationale der Rassisten (Frankfurt, 1997); 
Marius Turda, Modernism and Eugenics (Houndmills, 2010). 

50 See Veronica Lipphardt, “‘Jiidische Eugenik’?” in Wecker et al. (eds.), Wie 
nationalsozialistisch ist die Eugenik?, 151-63; Lipphardt, Biologie der Juden 
(G6ttingen, 2008); Raphael Falk, “Eugenics and the Jews” in Alison Bashford 
and Philippa Levine (eds.), Oxford Handbook of the History of Eugenics 
(Oxford, 2010), 462-76. 

51 See Weindling, Health, Race, and German Politics, esp. 493-7, 542; Alfon 
Labisch and Florian Tennstedt, Der Weg zum ‘Gesetz iiber die Vereinheitli- 
chung des Gesundheitswesens’vom 3. Juli 1934 (Diisseldorf, 1985). 

52 On the Rasse- und Siedlungsamt, especially its wartime role, see Isabel Heine- 
mann, “Rasse, Siedlung, deutsches Blut”: Das Rasse- und Siedlungshauptamt 
der SS und die rassenpolitische Neuordnung Europas (Gottingen, 2003). 

53 Weiss, Nazi Symbiosis, 162-83. 

54 See Heinemann, “Defining ‘(un)wanted population addition.’” 

55 Weindling, Health, Race, and German Politics, 497; Weiss, Nazi Symbiosis, 
85, 10, 303, passim; Schmuhl, Grenziiberschreitungen, 155, passim. 

56 On Reche, see Heinemann, “Defining ‘(un)wanted population addition,’” 
39-42. 

57 Schmuhl, Grenziiberschreitungen, 303-12; Weiss, Nazi Symbiosis, 102-4; 
Losch, Rasse als Konstrukt, 278-97. 

58 Peukert, “Die Genesis der ‘Endlésung,’” 104. 

59 Benoit Massin, “The ‘Science of Race’” in United States Holocaust Memorial 
Museum (ed.), Deadly Medicine: Creating the Master Race (Chapel Hill, 
2004), 89-125, 125. 

60 Weiss, Nazi Symbiosis, 306. 

61 See Rotzoll, Hohendorf et al. (eds.), Die nationalsozialistische “Euthanasie”- 
Aktion “T4”; Hohendorf, Der Tod als Erldsung vom Leiden, 64-131; see also 
Herwig Czech’s chapter in this volume. 

62 See, for instance, Fings, “Die ‘Gutachtlichen Ausserungen,” along with other 
chapters in Zimmermann (ed.), Zwischen Erziehung und Vernichtung; also 
the standard work, Zimmermann, Rassenutopie und Genozid. 

63 Stone, Histories of the Holocaust, 201; see also Stone’s chapter in this volume. 

64 Gerhard Wolf, Ideologie und Herrschaftsrationalitat: Nationalsozialistische 
Germanisierungspolitik in Polen (Hamburg, 2012), 329-31; see also Wolf’s 
chapter in this volume. 

65 Schmuhl, Grenziiberschreitungen, 532-3, 423-530; Carola Sachse (ed.), Die 
Verbindung nach Auschwitz: Biowissenschaften und Menschenversuche an 
Kaiser-Wilhelm-Instituten (Gottingen, 2003). 


Downloaded from https://www.cambridge.org/core. University of New England, on 19 Feb 2018 at 15:34:19, subject to the Cambridge Core 
terms of use, available at https://www.cambridge.org/core/terms. https://doi.org/10.1017/9781316691700.006 


Eugenics, Racial Science, and Nazi Biopolitics 175 


66 Schmuhl, Grenziiberschreitungen, 510, §33-5, 313-27. 

67 Massin, “Rasse und Vererbung als Beruf”; Schmuhl, Grenziiberschreitungen, 
313-27; Weingart, Kroll, and Bayertz, Rasse, Blut und Gene, 418-19. The 
argument that racial science under the Nazi regime was involved in inter- 
national trends in human genetics was first advanced by Karl Heinz Roth, 
“Schéner neuer Mensch: Der Paradigmenwechsel der klassischen Genetik und 
seine Auswirkungen auf die Bevolkerungsbiologie des ‘Dritten Reichs’” in 
Heidrun Kaupen-Haas (ed.), Der Griff nach der Bevoélkerung (Nordlingen, 
1986), 11-63, reprinted in Heidrun Kaupen-Haas and Christian Saller (eds.), 
Wissenschaftlicher Rassismus (Frankfurt, 1999), 346-424. Roth’s provocative 
claim that Nazi racial policy demonstrated the radicalizing implications of the 
new genetics has not been borne out by subsequent research (see Schmuhl, 
Grenziiberschreitungen, passim). 

68 Veronika Lipphardt, “Isolates and crosses in human population genetics: or a 
contextualization of German race science,” Current Anthropology 53(5) 
(April 2012), S69-S82. 

69 Weingart, Kroll, and Bayertz, Rasse, Blut und Gene, 416. 

7o Anne Cottebrune, Der planbare Mensch: Die Deutsche Forschungsge- 
meinschaft und die menschliche Vererbungswissenschaft, 1920-1970 (Stutt- 
gart, 2008), 209-13; Andrea Adams, Psychopathologie und “Rasse”: 
Verhandlungen “rassischer” Differenz in der Erforschung psychischer Leiden 
(1890-1933) (Bielefeld, 2013), 269-71. 


Downloaded from https://www.cambridge.org/core. University of New England, on 19 Feb 2018 at 15:34:19, subject to the Cambridge Core 
terms of use, available at https://www.cambridge.org/core/terms. https://doi.org/10.1017/9781316691700.006 


